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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 

The examiner proposed, and agreed to by applicant's attorney, to amend claims 12 and 17 in order to clearly define 
the claimed invention over the prior art of record and to place the application in condition for allowance. 

The attorney, Mr. David Dellenbach, as a part of the duty to disclose information, has mentioned a similar rejection of 
the article claim groups in the parent application Ser. No. 10/074,597 using the same prior art: US Pat. No. 3,968,620 
and US Pat. No. 5,476,184. However, the parent application and the present divisional application each has its own 
merits and each is examined on such merits. The patentablity of one application does not depend on the patentability 
of the other since they are drawn to different and independent inventions. 



